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^ p"y agreement of the parties tbatnseives, conventional authority is vested in flic "J 

Arbitrator to decide the issues in dispute. . . wtratnr *e duty, 

Thi; revised statute cited above imposes upon the Interes 

tateiaU ' w of arbitrators shall decide the dispute based on a reasonable 

" ■?. The arbitrator or panel of arbitrators $na 

due weight to those factors *** bckm that m ^ 

ietermnationofthensues,grmngduewetgnt J“- . rf 

rtomnt fir Owresold ofthe specific dispute. In the award, the . 

arbitrajs:Ml indicate ««. of the factors are deemed rto«t, 

toothers** not relevant,and provide « analysis 0 / the evidence on ead. re 
fl) Tfeinterestomiweiyareo/tbepvi.Kc- 

arbitrators shall assess when considering this factor are the limitations imposed upon the 

employer by P.L. 1976 c.68 (CiOAdutS 1st so,.). 

(2) Comparison of Sts wages, salaries, hours, and conditions 0 f employment oftht 

,. •.?> ^h£ roaeps hours, and conditions of 

employees involved or the arbitration prvceedmg. unth the wage,. ho 

empioyment o/o*er entree p« * sero.es and «k 

employees generally: „ r hoartu shall bane the right 

(a) In private employment in general: prvmded, however, end, party 

each party Shall have the nght 

(b) In public employment in general provide , 

to submit additional evidence for the arbitrator's consideration. 

(c) in die public employment in the same or similar comparable pmsdichons,, 

. %nfPLc(C ) (now pending before the legis 

this bill): provided , however , that each party 

the comparability of Jurisdictions fir * -*** 

[ (b) in comparable private employment. 

(c) In public and private employment in general} 
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„ **■^“**“ 1 *” 

, ^ „ hmtft ls and all other economic benefits received.. 

hospitalization benefits, and a Amon , the items the arbitrator or pand of 

(5) The lawful authority of the employer. Amo g 

u ^ntiderm* these factors are ike limitations imposed upon the 
arbitrators shall asset's when considering th factors 

impt P L 1976, c.68 (C.40A:4-45.1 et seq.) 
employer by rodents and taxpayers. When 

(6) The fuumdd impact on the gooemmg met, its 

' P ■ r s, ^ aAicfa the P«Wic onploy"- “ 0 Countyoramurocpoto/- 

considemgihiejactarinadisputemwhuHtheprnncemy y 

eHearbitmtororpandofarintratorsshal , ^^vurvoses element, as the case 

introduced how if* award wOl effect the mmtcrpal or County purpose 

xctmofihepropertytnxpayers f „ d arnica, (i) expand eztstmghml 

zovemint body to (a, designated by the gooenung body in a 

been designated by the gooerning body in a proposed tom, budget. 

h », determination of wages, hours, and conations or employment throng 
service and in private employment.. " 
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procedural chronology 

p B. a! Local 109A (hereinafter referred to as "the Union , P. B. A ) is 
bargaining unit for the Superior Officer, employed at the Hudson County 
Correctional Facility. A collective bargaining agreement between the Local and 
the County of Hudson (hereinafter referred to aa “the County") expir 

December 3b 1998. Prior to expiration foe parries attempted to negotiate a 

successor agreement Numemus mediation sessions occurred between foe 
representatives of each side. However, an agreement was never reached. 

on May 21,1999, the Union filed a petition for interest arbitration with foe 
Public Employment Belations Commission requesting an arbitrator be assrgned 
to hear interest arbitration on foe issues pursuant to foe appiimble New Jersey 
statutes. Arbitrator Daniel J. Hussey was assigned as the arbitrator. Tfoereafter, 
ha parties met with Arbitrator Hussey who attempted to mediate a setflemen 

of the dispute. This attempt was unsuccessful. 

The parties agreed to postpone foe arbitration hearing until an award was 

issued in the interest arbitration litigated by foe rank and file officers a. foe 
Hudson County Correctional facility. That award was entered on March 23, 

2001. Thereafter foe parties once again met with Arbitrator Hussey who 

attemptedtomediateasettiement When foose efforts failed, dates were se 

taking of testimony. The parties agreed that foe only issue to be submitted o 
the arbitrator would be wage, mid that sll other issues were resolved by 
agreement that the terms and conditions of foe prior agreement would remarn 

the same and incorporated into foe new agreement 

Testimony was taken on foe dates, of February 14,2002, Aprd 23,2002, 
April 30,2002 and May 30,2002. The parties did not agree upon an accepts e 
terminal procedure under the New Jersey Fixe and Police Arbitration Act. 
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MT , S V 34:1.jA-H 2L1S4- Thus, the arbitrator issues his award on conventional 

grounds, choosing either of the parties' offers or constructing his own award. 
m,sa 34tl3A-16(d)(2). Prior to the hmring on April 30,2002 the parties did 
enter into . stipulation resolving one issue of tire arbitration regarding tire one 
year lag in pay for newly appointed Sergeanta. The County agreed to etanate 
that provision on January 1,2002. A written stipulation was drafted and signed 
by the parties which* died below and made a part of this Award. 

At the condusion of the hiring of May 30,2002 Arbitrator Hussey 
ordered the parties to submit final offers on June 7,2002. Briefs were to be filed 
postmarked July 15,2002. Thererfter, the time for filing brief, was extended to 
August 16,2002 by mutual agreement Further delay resulted in a 
misunderstanding between the parties. Ultimately briefs end well in excess of 
120 exhibit were received and reviewed. 


BACKGROUND 


Local 109 A represents a bargaining unit of thirty eight Sergeants, xune 
Lieutenants, six Captains and one Deputy Warden. They are presentiy working under 
a four-year agreement cottective bargaining agreement which expired December 31, 
1998 Captain David Krusznis testified that he is the president of Local 109A He 
described the physical layout of tire jail A sergeant is assigned to supervise tire day-,. 
day operations of upwards of 2000 prison at a given time while supervising 12 m H 
officers. The officers work three different shifts, eight to four, four to twelve, and 
twelve to eight He described the various duties of a sergeant The jail houses a who.e 
spectrum of inmates ranging from dead beat dads and immigration detamees to 
federal and state felony inmates who have either been convicted or are swatting tn . 
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. dovelopment and act as federal liaisons. He als 

training and staff develop® n . i„ the Hudson County 

working conditions and responsibilities of the superior officers m the H 

Correctional Facility. . ^warden who wffl be the last deputy ward» 

The bargaining unit has apebtionfor 

to remain a metaber of the bargaining dens will be 

unit clarification previously filed by the County. Allfuturedep ty 
non-bargaining urd, personnel and are to be considered management 


HUDSON COUNTY'S FINAL OFFER 


TERMS OF CONTRACT: January 

SALARY INCREASE 1/1/99 

1 / 1/00 

1 / 1/01 

1/1/02 

1/1/03 


, 1999 through December 31,2003‘ 

3% increase 
3% increase 
3% increase 
35% increase 
3.5% increase 


P. B. Aa LOCAL 109A'S FINAL OFFER 

TERMS of CONTOACT; M ^ ^ ^ 

SALARY INCREASE: WJ» 

1/1/01 4% increase 

1/1/02 4% increase 

1/1/03 4% increase 
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Miscellaneous: Holiday Pay to W included as regular wages 

for pension purposes. 


the position of the parties 

Under the statutory requirements the paries argued each of the criteria feted 
within the statue in support of their positions. These arguments are summarized 

below. 


THE POSmON OF P. B~A. LOCAL 109A 


Stipulation of the Parties 

Counsel acknowledges there are two stipulations between the paries. The 
Agreement reached on April 30,2002, mated be!ow, and fee five year term of fee 

contract 


The Lawful Authority of the Employer 

Counsel argues that the County is not under any CAP restraints under N. J. S.A. 
40A:445.1 No issue was raised by the County nor were any arguments advance .by 


the County.. 


to the 


The Cost of Livi ng 

Counsel notes that very little was introduced or argued by the County 
cost-of-living. He does ciaim that the number of exhibits introduced relating to the 
Consumer Price index are either outdated or inapplicable. Further note ts made ti« 
m uch of the evidence the County refes on relating to the financial condition of towns 
, jurisdiction confirm that a significant percentage of their budgets is spe 


within its 
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. Evidence of this claim is seen h> ! eiss y Ci! >'' 3 bads “ l 

law enforcement personnel. Ema -nee 

Which dedicates 22% of all appropriations to law enforcement 
The Continuity and Stability of Employment 

Acknowledgement is made by the PBA that turnover m the supen 

hie to that seen in the rank and file. It is nevertheless argued that quite often 
r^Tpect of significantly higher salaries in the superior^ks of other junsdretions 
** leads to those very defections from the Correction, rank and file. 


individuals to seek employment as correction officers. > e 

• Air*ct result of attracting career oriented candidates who . 

will be reduced a!i an indirect resul 5 . 

, . b Vmowine financial rewards are in place in e sup 

willing to remain on the job knowing nnan 

ranks. 

comparison of Wage, Salaries. Hours, and Conditions of Employment 

Public or Private Sector Employment _ . .. 

counsel argues that no testimony was presented by tit. County on any prrva 

. rsrvrvaar in exhibits or are considered Dy 
. rtrnr , ar ieons Even if such comparisons appear in exmoiw 

sector comparisons. r f 

the arbitrator the fact remains that the evidence in irrelevant Theumtpm 

correction office/s duties do not lend themselves to comparison witit the private sector. 
Counsel quotes .Arbitrator Robert E. Light's Award in the rank and file 
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public or private employees-" (See County of Hudson S iE. P Mante l**** 
99-124;3/23/01). 


# IA- 


County Employment 

Counsel surveys recent settlements and awards that apply to comparable 
Hudson County law enforcement units. Note is made that the Sheriffs Superior 
Officers negotiated a four per cent increme for each of four contract years (1999 - 2002) 
fofiowed by 45 % for the final contact year (2003) totaling 20.5% - barely short .5% m 

total o£ that sought here by the union. 

Similarly, the Hudson County Sheriffs Officers were awarded 4% increase over 
a four year period to certain officers who achieved certain steps. 

Tte rank and file jail guards bargaining unit increase awarded by Arbitrator 

Light further disptis arty pattern argument the County migh.seekto advance in this 
matter. In addition * being awarded three 3% increases followed by 3.5% for the final 
two years a salary step system was installed which resulted in substantial percentage 
increases for the officers. The Superiors contend that depending on the year of 
implementation the total increase of the rank & file contract represents anywhere from 
. 27.03 % increase to a 7655% increme over tit. units 1993 base Counsel dies a speofle 
example of a first srep officer hired in 1998 a. $21,947 who would earn $31,188 m 2003 
which represents a 42% increase over the term of that contract. In summary FBA 
counsel argues the cost of the rank & file award far exceeds that sought by the 

Superiors herein. 
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Out of County Superior Correction Officers 

. The FBA's main comparison is with Superior Correction Officers in the 
..pounding jurisdictions' of Passai, Ocean, Monmouil, Morns, Mercer. ^ 
and Union counties, FBA counsel argument sU.es iha. assuring the County's foal 
offer were awarded, the Hudson County Superior officers would continue to be 
underpaid by 8.45% to 42.6% in Passaic County; 3.97% to 1238% in Ocean County; 6% 
to n% i» Monmouth County; even to 27.55% in Morris County; negiiglble to 6% m 
Mercer County; aril 1 % to20% inUrionCounty. Finally, the FBA argues that even ^ 
* final offer is to be awarded, a Hudson Superior Officer's pay would .fill not excee 
the above cited wages from those seven dted counties. 


Public and Private Employment 

AS to comparability wifi, public or private sector employees and then P* 
counsel notes no tesfimorty was presented by rite County to efford a baste forsu 
comparisons. To,he extent .hatany ^submittedby 
date purporting to represent a basis of comparison, the 

irrelevant to this arbitration. Based on all of these arguments the P. B. A. spedfulty 
urges that its position is the more reasonable and should be awarded. 


Overall Compensation 

Counsel concedes that the Superior Officers receive a $500yeaily urnf 
afiowance; longevity payments ringing from $200 after five ye*s to $1000 ^ 
years-14 days holiday pay and for officers working a 5 A 2 schedule, an addrfional 
days wages. Counsel alleges six New Jersey counties provide higherr longevity^ 
While others pay significant shift differential pay where as Hudson does n 
reiterates the PBA's final offer demand that the 14 days holiday pay be folded into base 
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, t • wits" between the overall compensation paid by Hudson 
pay to "dose the E a ? mbeI ' £ * lis 


County and the comparable counties. 


Financial Impact on the Governing Unit 

specifically the Union entered a spread sheet (Ex. U-l) detailing the total base 
salary and increases over the five year proposed contract length at the percentage 
increases sought in its final offer. That char, can best be summarized as follows: 


1998 Grand Total 

1999 Grand Total w. 45% increase 

2000 Grand Total w. 4.5% increase 

2001 Grand Total w. 4% increase 

2002 Grand Total w. 4% increase 

2003 Grand Total w. 4% increase 


$3,478,546 

$3,636,314 

$3,783,659 

$3,950,605 

$4,108,630 

$4,299,806 


Counsel asserts that what must be kept in nund is the relatively small deference 
in overall cost between the final offers of the County and the Union Relymgon • 
County's calculations (C-15 & C-16) FBA counsel asserts that the enhr, am m 

dispute represents in total a $175,428 differential between the parties fin o era or 

life of the contract. 

Several arguments spring from what the Association contends ,s this 
insignificant dollar difference. To begin with since 1.8 million dollars repress* a ia* 
point for the County the *175,000 will not have any significant unpact 

hundred million ($300,000,000) dollar budget 

Siippage i, a controversial subject the FBA also relies on to mmmuze the hrgher 
cost of its final dfe Briefly defined, slippage represents budgeted wages an 
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'fteCotmiy does not have to pay between a guard's leaving the County's employ and-^ 

his eventual replacement being hired, trained and assigned. Although the vast majority 


of slippage relates to the rank and file its existence can be acknowledged as a benefit to 
the County's correctional department's budget Union counsel argues as long as it 
represents a savings to the Corrections Department it matters little that it arose from 
attrition in the rani; & Me because it benefits the Correction Department's general 


funds. 

Emphasis is placed by the P. B. A. on the role of the jail facility as a revenue 
source for Hudson County. Note is made of the fact that in 1999 and 2001 the County 
took in 10.7 million and 9 million dollars from the federal government for housing 
either federal prisoners or INS detainees. Argument is made this can only logically be 
expected to increaja in light of new found concerns about foreign visitors overstaying 
their visas. This relationship is further evidenced by a nine million dollar grant Hudson 
County received from the feds to expand the existing jail to assure places for 384 

federal inmates for the next fifteen years. 

Expectedly PBA counsel views Finance Director Wayne Frazee's testimony on 
the state of the County as portraying the glass half-empty. P. B. A. counsel notes that 
the surplus has increased 230% over the past 15 years; the tax rate as a percentage of 
the budget has remained virtually constant; the County had a $75 million surplus last 
year which earned an additional three million in interest earnings. Clearly the PBA and 
Vincent Foti, its' financial expert, would have us view the glass as more than half folL 

Finally emphasis is placed on the recent redevelopment of downtown Jersey 
City in which 8500 jobs have been created and new office buildings and a new hotel 
have recently been constructed. 

Counsel specifically points to the factors on which Vincent Foti bases his 
conclusion that Hudson County, through the excellent stewardship of Wayne Frazee, 
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enjoys a stable fiscal basis. Among the indices Foti cites as proof of bis conclusion are 
the County's ability to replenish surplus every year; its consistent growth of surplus; 
positive results of operations from 1996 through 2001; and a consistent tax rate. 

In conclusion Counsel argues Hudson County can well afford the raises the 
P.B.A seeks without any negative impact on the resident, and taxpayers and 
accordingly its final offer should be awarded. 


THE POSmON OP THE COUNTY OP HUDSON 


Financial Impact on the County 

Counsel relies on the certification and the testimony of County Finance Director, 
Wade Frazee, to the effect that any award above the County's final offer would result 
in "severe stress" on the County's already strained budget Counsel cites Arbitrator 
Mason's and Arbitrator Mastriani's comments recognizing their concern about the 
impact of awards on the financial condition of Hudson County. (See Hudson Coun iy 

a,-a, pn a t .oral 232. IA-99-74, dated 4/28/00; and HmHnn Ouity Sheriffs 

PRATncl 334. IA-99-75,2001, dated 4/26/01 respectively.) 

Heavy emphasis is given to the County's prior financial history. The assertion is 
made that it is inappropriate to view just a snapshot of the County's current financial 
condition in assessing its ability to pay. It is only appropriate to view the financial 
history of the prior ten years to fully appreciate the financial impact of any award 
which exceeds the County's final offer. Counsel discusses at length the financial history 
of the County during the 1990's. Among those indicia that portray an accurate picture 
of this financial history carrying up to recent events are cited the following: 
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....In-April 2002 Frazee was directed by the then County Executive, Bernard 
Hartnett, to pursue a lay-off plan to try to control budget expenditures. 

. The 1996 Municipal Distress Index ranks 10 of Hudson County's 12 municipalities 
among the one hundred most distressed communities in New Jersey; 3 of which 

were in the top 10 of those most distressed. 

. Hudson County ranks 19“' in per capita income of 21 counties in the sute. 

. In recent years the County has survived on "one time, non-recurring" revenue 
sources such as the sale of buildings and hospitals to meet its budget 
expenditures. 

. From 1991 through 1998 tax ratables decreased 23% which precipitated a 74% 
increase in the tax rate. 

. Extensive use of PILOT programs (Payment In lieu of Taxes) significantly 
reduces the tax base by excluding the amount of the abated improvements. In 
Jersey City alone such abatements amount to 1.5 billion dollars. 

. Bond ratings have resulted in higher costs to the County. 


The above economic 


points were argued at length in testimony, exhibits 


presented and in couns 


gel's brief to establish that the County's offer is the more 


reasonable of the parties final offers. 

Turning to the FBA's final offer counsel notes that the Union's proposal to have 
holiday pay as par. of regular wages is so unreasonable that the FBA'S financial expert 

did not even address it in his testimony. 

Counsel notes that the federal grant the PBA points to that the County is to 

receive for renovation of its prison does not guarantee any additional revenue to tire 

C 0u nty. The County's share of expanding the jail is twenty seven million dollars. 

There are no guarentees of increased revenues resulting from housing Federai 
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prisoners. The balance of 18 million dollars needed for construction has to come from 
the County. The County even asserts that it costs more per day to house a state 

prisoner than the reimbursement they receive. 

The County introduced an exhibit representing its cost out of the respective final 
offers of the FBA and the County. In Exhibit C-15, based on its five year 3%, 3%, 3%, 
3.5% and 3,5% offer, it contends the percentage increase amounts to 17.06% over the 
term of the contract For those first year sergeants whose salaries were adjusted under 
the stipulation the parties entered into during the interest arbitration process the figure 
increases to 24.06%. The claim is made that the County's economic uncertainty dictates 
against any Award higher than the County's final offer. 


Comparability 

Counsel argues the percentage increases contained in the County 7 s final offer are 
more reasonable than the PBA's and are in line with increases received-byother 
employees within and without the County's employ. As to non-uniformed County 
bargaining unite fee claim is made that the present offer is higher than the pattern of 
settlement received by these units. Once again relating back to pre-two thousand 
salary increases note is made that the following five year pattern was the rule among 
all non-uniformed. County units: 1996's increase was 0%; 1997 increase was 2.75%; 1998, 
1999, and 2000 increases were 3% for each year. Counsel sites numerous non- 
uniformed units who virtually all agreed to 3% raises for the years 2000 through 2003. 

With respect to the uniformed bargaining units within the County, Arbitrator 
Mason, in recognizing the County's economic distress, awarded wage increases of 
30.5% over 5 years. The Sheriffs' superior officers received 4% increases each year 
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covering the period from 1999 through 2003. What labor counsel argues is what must- - 
be borne mind, namely that the bargaining unit employees salaries in those units "still 
pale in comparison to those of 109A ..." Counsel calculates these differences, ad 
infinitum, over the course of the five years. Assuming acceptance of the County's final 
offer, a Corrections Sergeant would average approximately an additional five to six 
thousand dollars per year when all factors are considered over that of a comparable 

Sheriffs officer. 

As to comparability with other public and private employees the assertion is 
made that the County's offer is reasonable when the economic climate of Hudson 
County and the prevailing Consumer Price Index are considered. The Comity's overall 
^age increase offer for the 5 year contract averages 17.06% and 2405%. With the CPI 
ranging at 2% to 2.4% over the 1997 to 2000 period, the County's proposal fairly and 

adequately provides a reasonable wage increase. 

County counsel makes note of awards and settlements of comparable or less 

generous percentages when compared to Hudson's final offer. Highlighted are 
Arbitrator Scheinman's award which ordered a 2 year pay freexe (in a multi-year 
contract) for police in Atlantic City along with the limited increases agreed to by some 
40,000 State workers. Counsel dismisses the Union's evidence relating to their peers in 
Ocean, Monmouth, Mercer, Union and Camden Counties. It is claimed that beyond 
salary no valid comparisons to overtime, prisoner population or the number of 
Superiors in those counties is made to support a true comparability argument with 

those units. 
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Public Interest and. Welfare 

The County argues the increases sought by the Union are unreasonable and not 
in the public interest It contends that the per capita income, the unemployment rate, 
the percentage of residents living in poverty and the prospect for layoffs of police or 
others must be considered in judging the more reasonable of the parties' offers. 
Emphasis is placed on the Structural Deficit that has "loomed over the County for 
years". Claim is made the County has been in a "precarious financial situation" for the 
past decade and the public interest would not be served by increasing the tax burden 
on County taxpayers. Consequently, it is argued, the public interest and welfare of the 
residents of Hudscm County mandate the selection of the County's final offer. 

> 

r 

Continuity of Interest Criteria. 

Counsel considers different criteria such as overall salary structure, employee 
turnover and the likelihood of layoffs under this heading in his brief. He argues that a 
clear distinction exists between the Prosecutor's Office and the Corrections Department 
which justified the higher percentage increase provided for m the Mason arbitration 
award. He notes tne Prosecutor was losing too many experienced investigators who 
possessed expertise and skills in crime investigation - talents not required of Correction 
Superiors. The Prosecutor's increases were awarded to stem this attrition. Testimony 
also clearly established that there is virtually no turnover in the Superior's unit 
Moreover many Superiors have no contact with prisoners and of nine reported on-the- 
job injuries in 2001 none resulted from prisoner attacks on officers. In summary note ts 
made that Superiors supervise rank and file guards who deal more directly with the 
inmates. Under die distinctions portrayed any alleged justification for any wage 
increase above the County's final offer arising out of job duties simply doesn't exist 



The GAP Law 

Counsel notes the CAP law as it applies to counties limits the amount that may 
be raised by taxation to the lesser of 5% or the index rate but doe9 not limit 
expenditures as the municipal cap law does. While claiming the law places a significant 
limitation on a county's ability to raise taxes "if necessary" and thus forces a county to 
consider other options to balance a budget, no assertion is ever made that the Union 
offer, if awarded, would in any way threaten the county's lawful authority as the 
statute sets the bar in this category. 

The Slippage Chart Fails To Support The P. B. A/s Final Offer 

As noted earlier a tempest arose in a teapot over this issue. The County 
reiterates arguments previously made in correspondence between the parties and the 
Arbitrator. In brief his arguments are that the union's reliance on "slippage" to support 
the reasonableness of its final offer are based on the transcript taken from the rank & 
file arbitration hearing. County Counsel additionally argues that the PBA's claimed 
slippage figure is speculative; relates solely to rank and file unit in 1999; could not apply 
to PBA 109 A; and was not identified by Arbitrator Light as a factor he weighed in his 

final decision to award the rank & file's final offer. 

In conclusion to bis brief County Counsel argues that the County of Hudson's 
Final Offer is more reasonable under the statutory criteria and therefore must be 
awarded. 
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DISCUSSION 


This Award in based upon a reasonable determination of the two sole issues in 
dispute, viz., the parties final offers as to percentage of yearly wage increases for the 
five year tenure of the collective bargaining agreement and the FBA's request that 
holiday pay be included as regular wages for pension purposes. The parties provided 
testimony in support of their key arguments, introduced approximately 130 exhibits 
filed post-hearing briefs and engaged in a post-brief correspondence and conference 
call arguments over the "slippage issue." The most relevant of the statutory criteria 
waa addressed in depth and all criteria was considered and each was given the weight 
deemed appropriate as noted below. 

Holiday Pay Issue 

The burden i 9 on the party proposing a change to justify it. Little mention and 
no testimony or justification was offered by the FBA to support this demand. The issue 
of a potential legal infirmity of this request was not dealt with and need not be 
addressed. The simple fact remains that the request was totally unsupported and 
accordingly is dented outright 

Stipulation of the Parties 

The parties entered into the following stipulation; 

"Effective January 1,2002 Article Xlll of the Collective Bargaining Agreement shall be 
amended to reflect that the starting salary for Sergeants (to be decided in the Interest 
Arbitration) shall be one level , in other words, there will no longer be a one (1) year salary lag 
for corrections offktrs -promoted to Sergeant. 

Is/ Howard Moore - County hi David Krusznis - L129A. 

Is/Anthony Staltari - County !$/ Thomas Cammarata - PBA Counsel 
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were 


fsi Seem Dias -County attorney . 

The parties stipulated that wages were the only issue submi to 
Arbitrator and all other terms and conditions of employment of the prior contract v 
adopted and accepted by the parties in the new agreement. No other stipulations were 

entered into by the parties. 


The Lawful Authority of the Employer 

a. Vo r-, 4 caH bv taxation albeit not,limiting 
municipal caps, it limits the amount that may be rais by 

I...-.,-.—r-oe— 

relevance to the issue at hand. 

e , . HoulS and Conditions of Employment. 
Comparison of Wages, Salaries, Hours, ana 

. ,v . there are no truly comparable jobs in the pri 

The ge^ral consensus rite tee are no * ^^ DodaU 

sector. As Arbitrator Ugh. noted in E^aUIH, 

other public and private sector employees. ty 
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Nevertheless; an attempt at a comparison should be made as prescribed in the;' 
statute. Note' is made that the most recent statistics comprised by the New Jersey 
Department of Labor in its report on private sector average annual wages for Jobs 
Covered by Unemployment Insurance for Hudson County covering 2000 to 2001 
shows an actual decline of -0.3% ($48,010 to $47857) of average wages in the private 

sector. 

This contrasts with the statewide figures which show an average wage increase 
of 1.2%. The county by county breakdown contained in the report appears to present 
anomalous figures. While Atlantic County showed a 5.1% average wage increase, 
Morris County demonstrated an 11.9% loss. Conversely when viewing the major 
industry division chart similarly compiled by the New Jersey Department of Labor for 
the 2000 to 2001 period it shows 6.9% wage increase in construction; and 4% wage 
increase in retail hade salaries. Losses were seen in manufacturing and transportation. 
Most relevant for our comparison here however are the following increases noted in 
the study: statewide increases for average annual wages from 2000 to 2001 in local, 
state and federal employment respectively is reported as 2.6%; 5.3% and 3.6%. This 
equates with an average 3.83% increase for pubUc employment in general. 

While these figures present a broad backdrop against which to compare 

the final offers of the parties the most relevant assessment must come from 
comparisons witfdn law enforcement in the county and in the superior ranks of other 

counties' correction departments. 

PBA counsel introduced nine exhibits comparing salaries of Hudson's 
Correction Superiors with their counterparts in other counties. The folio-wing findings 
have been made. Hudson is second only to Essex in the entire state in the number of 
prisoners in confinement. As of February H 2002 Essex housed 2,675 in two facilities; 
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followed by Hudson with 2052 (in one facility), Camden 1920, Passaic 1700, Atlantic 
1179, Union 1114, and Monmouth 1049. The remaining fourteen counties house well 
under 1000 each. Using only the Sergeant rank for comparison from the exhibits 
submitted by the P. B. A. it is clear that Hudson's sergeants fall behind their 
counterparts from comparable surrounding department from a few percentage points 
to upward of 20% in certain instances. Note is made that by no means could the 
comparison offered by the P. B. A. be churned as being thorough as to any provisions 
other than salary. At best it is limited to Hudson’s relative standing vis a vis other 
counties' department's salary compensation for superior correction's officers. 

County counsel goes to great lengths to compare the salaries of the 
County Sheriffs department with Corrections. The argument is made that comparable 
ranks within the Sheriffs office make $5,000 to $6,000 less per year than their 
counterparts in Corrections. The union in response successfully points out the different 
burdens each of these law enforcement positions place on an officer. Being familiar 
with their respective duties and working environments the Union argument is credited. 
In brief the Sheriffs officers attend court sessions assigned to judges, transport one or 
two prisoners, and work primarily day time hours. In fairness otlwrs attend to other 
duties such as delivering warrants and subpoenas. The mere fact that the salary 
differential betwem these departments has developed over time appears to confirm all 
parties recognition of the difference in the degree of difficulty each job entails. 

County counsel's arguments with reference to numerous contracts 
between the county and various non-law enforcement groups carries little weight To 
begin with many of these contracts County counsel dtes reflected periods in the mid to 
late 1990's when Hudson County was enduring finandal difficulties. The seme is hue of 
County Counsel's references to the State CWA and other pacts cited. Moreover these 
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dealt with massive bargaining units, 40,000 in the case of the State and the CWA 

bargaining unit andnone entailed law enforcement units. 

Particularly noteworthy in evaluating this statutory criteria is the Public 
Employment Relations Commission's Salary Increase Analysis covering the period 
from 1/1/96 through 9/30/02. For the relevant period under consideration in this 

Interest Arbitration, viz. 1/1/99 through 9/30/02, 76 awards issued and the average of 
salary increases equaled approximately 3.73% per year. Over that same period 168 
voluntary settlements produced average salary increases of 3.89%. These averages are 
dearly in line with the Award issued below for the reasons set forth herein. 

In assessing all of the arguments advanced by the parties under the 
criteria of comparability to other bargaining units within and without law enforcement, 
within and withou t the county and within and without the private and public sectors 
the conclusion is reached that the final offer of the P. B. A., while not awardable per se, 
is the less unreasonable and the more appropriate of the two final offers. It is believed 
that the most appropriate and reasonable economic wage package has been fashioned 
below at a range between the parties' final offers. 

Continuity of Employment 

I have considered the issue of continuity and stability of employment. 
There appears to be minimal turnover in the Superior Officer ranks of the Correction 
Department Whatever attrition is noted appears to be limited almost exdusively to 
death or retirement. The Union has not directly argued that wages in any way effects 
stability of employment. At best it only offers an inferential argument that the 
allegedly inadequate pay in the superior ranks leads the best and the brightest of the 
rank and file to teive for greener pastures. No direct testimony was offered to support 
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this hypothesis. Reragnition is given to the limited relevance of this issue. This 
conclusion certainly weighs in favor of the County's final offer. 

Cost of Living 

The statistical evidence demonstrates that the Consumer Pnce Index as 
determined by the U. S. Department of Labor for the appropriate years involved in the 
contract in question are as follows: 1999 2.1%; 2000 3.4% and 20012.8%. This totals 6.9% 
or and average of 2.76% for three of the five years in question. Final statistics for 2002 

have yet to be announced. 

The County dies different figures, specifically or More 2% per pan fir the 

period 1997-1999 mi only 2.4% in 2000". These figures are difficult to glean from the 
exhibit counsel died to support them. For the sake of argument the County's figures 
are assumed. The P. B. A. fails to dte any CPI statistics other than calling attention to 
the County's own statistics showing the high percentage of appropriations spent by 
Jersey City, for example, within the County on law enforcement which fact is of little or 
no relevance on this criteria. Regardless of any dispute over the actual CFI for this 
period no contention can be made that either final offer does not exceed the inflation 
(or the covered years. In terms of assessing the more reasonable final offer under this 

criteria the County's is clearly the more reasonable. 

Some factors must be considered when making a one on one comparison of the 
two final offers against the CFL Note is made as is recognized in the government's 
own figures that the cost of living is the highest in the northeast. The vast majority of 
the increases to be paid under the Award below will be retroactive. The County 
technically has tad the use of this money; the bargaining unit employees have not 
Although these factors temper the difference somewhat the county offer is still nearer 
the mark than is the PBA's under this criteria. 
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Overall Compensation 

A review of the parties contract reveals that the unit members receive the 
traditional benefits of vacations, medical coverage, direct wages, a pension plan, and 
appropriate compensation for holidays. Neither side presented any demands on these 
issues except for the union's demand that holiday pay be folded into salary - which 
demand has been rejected. 

It is dear that the overall compensation provided for the Superior Officers is 
comprehensive. There appears to be no major deviation from other counties law 
enforcement employees. Based on the benefit coverage provided and the consistency 
of the same among County employees this odteria is of little relevance but what 
relevance it contacts weights slightly in the County's favor. 

The Interest and Welfare of the Public 

The statutory criterion requires that the arbitrator examine the interest and 

welfare of the public engaged against both parties proposes. As prior arbitrators have 
noted this criteria is somewhat akin to a quality of life assessment Although the 
financial impact on the community is of primary importance and can so weigh an 
evaluation under this standard so as to be solely determinative that is rarely the case. 
Rather where, as here, the economic issue does no. compel one outcome as opposed to 
the other, the evaluation hereunder requires a determination of whether the final o«er 
selected or the compromised award forged is in the best interests of the public In this 
arbitration the public can generally be defined as the residents of Hudson County 

although adjacent towns could vety well be considered. 

The jail apparently operates efficiently and without any overwhelming 
administrative issues. The compromise award fashioned beiow would appear to serve 
to reinforce the prison's operational efficiency. Morale appears to be satisfactory 
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witness the lack of any significant attrition among the superior ranks. Certainly the £ 
critical nates Of this department's essential mission is of primary importance. Its. ‘ 
continued faultless operation is to be desired. It is concluded that the Award issued 
below is in the best interest and welfare of Hudson County. 

Contrasted mth the small increased tax burden that might be visited on the 
taxpayers, I conclude that the interest and welfare of the public would most reasonably 
be served wi* the increases found below in the Award section. 


The Financial Impact on Governing Unit, Its Residents and Taxpayers. 

The fiscal condition of Hudson County dictates that this criteria is one of the 
more important, if not the most important, in the analysis of the final offers and my 
reaching of the Award found below. Both parties experts understandably presented 

cases most favorable to their side. 

D eterminin g the actual cost of the respective packages over the five year term of 
the contract is the first step in assessing the reasonableness of the positions. Hre Union 
entered a spread sheet (Ex. U-l) detailing increases for each individual bargaining 
member for the five year proposed contract length at the percentage increases sought 
in its final offer. Note is made that the chart was complete, including as it did not only 
the percentage increases sought but also the stipend for holiday pay and, where 
appropriate, "5 & 2" pay. That chart is summarized as follows: 


1998 Grand Total - last year - prior contract 

1999 Grand Total w. 4-5% increase 

2000 Grand Total w. 45% increase 

2001 Grand Total w. 4% increase 

2002 Grand Total w. 4% increase 

2003 Grand Total w. 4% increase 


$3,478,546 

$3,636,315 

$3,783,859 

$3,950,605 

$4108,630 

$4,299,807 
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The County introduced . similar spreadsheet (Ex C-15) with figures as follows: 

1998 Grand Total-last year -prior contract $3,478,547 

1999 Grand Total w. 3% increase 

2000 Grand Total w. 3% increase 

2001 Grand Total w. 3% increase 

2002 Grand Total w. 3.5% increase 

2003 Grand Total w. 3.5% increase 

Several conclusions can be drawri from a comparison of these spreadsheets. The 
total cost of the Union's final offer over five years amounts approximately to $619,000 
or approximately $123,800 per year. Neither sides figures factor in those unavoidable 
"toll ups" or additional costs such as overtime, pension contributions, or heal* 
insurance some of which are calculated on base « hourly wage rates. In 2001 six 
officers exceed $100,000 in their total W-2 wages which gives an indication that 
excessive overtime existed at least for that year. The arbitrator has taken into account 
the inevitable exigence of such additional costs even though neither counsel argued 

them. 


$3,690/390 

$3,801,102 

$3,958,985 

$4,097,547 


Analysis of Final Award 


1998 Grand Total - last year - prior contract 

1999 Grand Total w. 3.75% increase 

2000 Grand Total w. 3.75% increase 

2001 Grand Total w. 3.75% increase 

2002 Grand Total w, 3.75% increase 

2003 Grand Total w. 3.75% increase 


$3,478,547 

$3,608,992 

$3,744329 

$3,884,741 

$4030418 

$4,181,559 


Several factors led to the conclusion that the award stated above would be the 
most reasonable wage rate increase for the Correction Department's Superior Officers 
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JortiffiJ? 9 ? a>JTPU S Ti 2003 contract, term. These factors will be dted and explained 
fereiiu To begin with I share the sentiment expressed by Arbitrators Mason, Masiriani 
and Light all of whom were involved with Hudson County law enforcement interest 
arbitrations in the past three or so years. It is dear and evident that the County 
enured significant financial hardships in the early through mid 1990's. But as 
Arbitrator Mason noted most of the County's attempt to prove its dire straits related 
solely to those years in the early to midWO's. County counsel himself seems to 
concede this fact when he urges that we simply not look at today's snapshot of its 
economic condition but rather judge the past ten years in concluding its final offer must 
be awarded. Aside from the undeniable points related to the budget and fiscal 
management of the county highlighted by Vincent Foti in his testimony and quoted 
above, note is made of the exhibits the PBA offered from the Hudson County 
Economic Development Corporation and the Chase Manhattan's Financial Digest. The 
former notes that since 1991 91% of all jobs created in urban areas occurred in Hudson 
County where five million square feet of office space has been leased within the past six 
years. The Chase report notes that within the past three years 15,500 private sector 
jobs have been created. 

other factors beyond the relative health of the county's fiscal condition lead to 
setting the wage increases noted above. As dted earlier PERCs Salary Increase 
Analysis from January 1995 through September 2000 shows the average interest award 
at 3.93% and the average of voluntary settlements at 4%. This award comes in at or 
below those averages. This award involves only one issue. Therefore the only cost 

issue is reflected in the wage increase awarded. 

The other recent Hudson County law enforcement award discussed within 

generally settled at greater cost to the County. Both the Prosecutor's office and the 
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rank and file correction officers involved problem issues, namely retention of 
personnel. Arbitrator Mason awarded 3% in 2000,2002,2002 and 3.5% in 2003. He also 
awarded a salary program which by his own calculations added $185,000 to the 
County's total cost over its final offer. This additional cost would only be incurred after 
2001. He equates tliat impact as representing a 5.4% impact on the 2003 payroll This 
analysis is only intended to show that the Mason Award deviated from any suggestion 
of a 3% to 3.5% pattern within the County. It is not used as a one on one comparison 
between the units. In its final brief in the Prosecutor's case the County altered its earlier 
final offer to include changes to the step system which Arbitrator Mason calculated as 
requiring a 26.3% increase for the five year period. He then adopted his own plan 
which he viewed ultimately as being more reasonable than either of the final offers. 
That 9 tep system together wit the step system is claimed to have represented a 30.5% 
increase over the five year period. See Prosecutor & PBA Local 232. IA-99-74, dated 
4/28/00. 

Arbitrator Light in County of Hudson <Sc P. B. A. Local 109; Docket # 1A-99-124; 
(3/23/01) awarded the 3%, 3%, 3%, 3.5% and 3.5% the County is offering in the present 
interest arbitration. However he granted the rank and file's request for a salary step 
program providing automatic increment increases effective on January 1,2001. 
Although it was only to be effective for the final three years of the contract it clearly 
substantially increased the total five year cost out of the wage and increment increases. 

Arbitrator ISfastriani in Hudson County Sheriffs Offi ce and PBA Local 334. IA- 
99-75, (2/26/01) e ncountered an unbelievable complex problem of turnover of 
personnel and low morale due to an extremely low wage schedule. His confrontation 
of the issue was creative. Attempting to set a percentage cost of the increases which 
resulted is problematic. The Sheriff was as troubled as the bargaining unit due to the 
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fa.t that he was faced with a constant problem of understaffing and fruitless recruiting. 
In brief Arbitrator Mastriani substantially raised the starting salary, reduced the 
number of salary levels and created a progressive wage structure while touting the 
contract to a four year term. The cost of his Award resulted in a total less that the 
union's proposal but greater than the County's. It is of little worth to attempt to relate 
it and compare it to the present arbitration other than to note that no pattern argument 
exists within law enforcement agendes within Hudson County. 

Although the "slippage" issue technically supports the union's final offer, no 

consideration has been given to it in sculpting the final Award. 

Attention must be paid to the actual cost of the parties' final offers and the cost 
of the increases fashioned in this Award. Hudson County's proposed final offer of 3%, 
3%, 3%, 3-5% and 3.5% equates with a 17.06% increase (17.79% and 24.05% in six of fifty- 
six unit employees) over five years at a cost of $619,000 or $123,800 average per year of 
a 54 employee uni t The FBA's final offer of 45%, 45% 4%, 4% and 4% equates with a 
22.89% increase over five years at a cost of $794 429.20 or $ 158 ^ 85.84 average increase; 
per year. The increases issued in the Award below of 3.75% for each of the five years 
costs out at $703,013.65 or $140,602.73 per year. The percentages set forth m that 
Award are deemed to be the most reasonable between the opposing offers after all of 
the statutory criteria have been reviewed. For the reasons cited above I issue the 

following: 


award 

1. The term of this contract shall be from January 1,1999 to 

December 31,2003. 

2. The salary increases are awarded as follows: 
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a. 


3.75% effective 1/1/99 ' 

.’.I'.' ,3.75% effective 1/1/00 

3 .75% effective 1/1/01 

3 .75% effective 1/1/02 

3.75% effective 1/1/03 

3. Any and all other provisions sought by either party, if any, 
are hereby denied. The stipulation of the parties as 
commemorated herein is hereby made a part of this 
Award. 

The arbitrator retains jurisdiction for 90 days for the settlement of any disputes 
that may arise concerning the interpretation or implementation of this Award. 


DSdelKHusS&y, Esq 
Arbitrator 

Dated: January 27,2C 


STATE OF NEW JERSEY: 
COUNTY OF MIDDLESEX: 


On tihis 27th day of January 2003, personally came and appealed 
r>ANTTEL T HUSSEY to be known and known to me to be the individual descn 
Kd DKokd Soraomfr&strumen. and he duly acknowledged to me 

th A he executed the samed^/ / / 


MargarekW. Hussey 
Notary^dblic 

My commission <ixpirer 8/4/2003 
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ARBITRATOR'S AWARD FOR PBA 109A SUPERIOR CORRECTION OFFICERS 


ST 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 
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A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
L 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
54 


EMPL. 

* 

27536 

26830 

29444 

28662 

26639 

27030 

26841 

18112 

26109 

26966 

25747 

24423 

25719 

25319 

23249 

25554 

21169 

25740 

26613 

26836 
26878 

26837 
75344 
26349 
26950 
24706 
26832 
25417 
26225 
26096 
27192 
19008 
25543 
25834 
19646 
21681 
28213 
25738 
21318 
20436 
26286 
26291 
19816 
22416 
25606 
21522 
18129 
25954 
18796 
22146 
18798 
22477 
21526 
30266 


SOCIAL 

SECURITY# 

145-64-5669 

583-56-0656 

144-60-1886 

136- 666608 
154-567842 
15664-6363 
142-74-5820 
142-48-5153 

144- 66-6879 

142- 64-6425 

143- 36-7544 
135-62-8405 
13968-5888 

137- 763128 

145- 54-2228 
139-56-1364 
143-60-0258 
184-52-3678 
148-58-3682 
081-460193 
147-82-4855 

146- 767230 
152-32-6949 
152-54-3741 
141-58-6434 

137- 56-6425 

156- 58-5961 
146-52-2400 
151-762174 
143-60-0635 

143- 765443 

157- 32-8387 

138- 564372 
146-724171 
139524254 
137-58-9627 
154-66-0614 
137-763014 
137-567401 
144444888 
157-666586 
146662579 
150-666068 
146-32-5705 
153-58-9791 
142463762 
14632-7264 

144- 58-8139 
148462367 
146760248 
152404576 
156468314 
144-566802 
144-32-7236 


NAME 
FIRST 
THOMAS 
ANTONIO 
JASON 
RONALD 
8ARBARA 
OMAR 
ORESTES 
SAL 

JEANM. 

LAZARO V. 

DARLENE 

WILLIAM 

VINCENT T. 

NOEL C. 

ANTHONY 

NATHAN 

GEORGE 

THOMAS 

MARK F. 

CARLOS 

PIETRO 

WILLIAM C. 

OWENG. 

DONALD 

THOMAS J. 

MICHELE 

TISHA. 

JAMES R. 

RICHARD M. 

LUIS 

MICHAEL 
QUENTIN 
MICHAEL 
NELSON J. 
ROBERT 
JOSEPH 
ERIC 
SENORA 
PEDRO 
JUDY 
ROBERTJ. 
KIRK E. 
BRIAN 
RICHARD 
STEVETTEA 
RICHARD 
BARBARA 
OSCAR 
WALTER 
DAVID 
DAVID 
JOSE 
KELVIN 
DENNIS 


LAST 

BURKE 

CRUZ 

DEMBOWSKI 

EDWARDS 

HARMON 

ORTIZ 

ALVAREZ 

8ALLETTA 

BANKS 

BERNAVON 

CANADY 

CANNON 

CARROLL 

CONYERS 

CRAWFORD 

CRAWFORD 

GENES 

GREEN 

KING 

MACHA 

MAGLIANO 

MC CLEARY 

MC GONIGLE 

MITCHELL SR 


JOB 

TITLE 

SGT 

SGT. 

SGT. 

SGT. 

SGT. 

SGT. 

SGT. 

SGT 

SGT. 

SGT. 

SGT. 

. SGT. 
SGT. 
SGT. 
SGT. 
SGT. 
SGT, 
SGT. 
SGT. 
SGT. 
SGT. 
SGT. 
SGT. 
SGT. 


MONTELEONE SGT. 


MOORE 
NALLS 
O CONNOR 
OSTROSKI 
OYOLA 
PICARIELLO 
RAINES 
RIVERA 


SGT. 

SGT. 

SGT. 

SGT. 

SGT. 

SGT. 

SGT. 

SGT. 


RODRIGUES JR. SGT. 
STONE SGT. 

STOUT SGT 

TAYLOR SGT. 

WILLIAMS SGT 
ARROYO LIEUT. 
BIZUKIEWICZ LIEUT 
DAY LIEUT. 

EAOY LIEUT. 

HAFUN LIEUT. 

ROLES LIEUT. 

S COTT LIEUT. 

TAZZETTO LIEUT. 

THOMAS LIEUT. 

AVILES CAPT 

CAMPBELL CAPT. 

KRUSZNI8 CAPT. 

MATTHEW8 CAPT. 

MONTANEZ CAPT 

ROBERTS CAPT. 

WOODS DPTY 

TOTAL 


1998 

BASE 

55,303 

55,303 

55,303 

55,303 

55,303 

55,303 

58,608 

58,608 

58,608 

58,606 

58,608 

58,608 

58,608 

58,608 

58,608 

58,608 

58,608 

58,808 

58,608 

58,608 

58.608 

58.608 

58,606 

58.806 
58,606 

58.806 

58,806 

58,606 

58,606 

58,806 

58,806 

58.608 


W-2'3 

1998 

55,714.03 


W-2'3 

1991 


W-2'S 

2000 


34.860.15 

46,942.41 


35,639.19 


44.443.90 


37,656.28 

65,304.43 


58,864.90 


34,207.44 


68,150.38 

67,089.67 


86,412.52 


35,559.87 

49,817.55 


87,568.84 


34,768.40 


70,700.98 


71,216.86 


55.458.82 


38,325.98 


63,203.57 


W-2'3 

2001 


47,810.11 


37,797 46 


44,096.32 


32,597.10 


66,820.78 


82,135.44 


53,806.88 


75,477.62 


59,221.34 


86,613.83 


39,449.80 

71,537.59 


44,870.03 


58,948.97 


37,783.25 


44,000.91 


33,800.78 


67,789.44 


63,162.35 


2,524.75 


78,440.87 


W-2'3 
2002 

79,980.47 89,716.23 
57,408.94 ‘ 88,696.43 


74,434.99 67,875.51 


55,082.13 79,515.20 


47,587.30 39,647.82 


40,821.50 82,020.25 


75,294.01, 91,840.48 


25.584.201 64,77523 


4,203.551 


0.00 


71,991.60 


65,289.54 


67,372.17 


43,848.22 


66,768.77 


89,568.13 


71,189.47 

71,958.87 


63,711.86 

134.800.68 


71,376.91 


118,092.80 

79,826.36 


45,596.43 

33,617.80 


46,794.18 

78,281.78 

86,706.86 


53,81396 

82,782.85 


67.814.28 

80423.981 


72,420.88 


58,517.80 

51,426.26 


43,114.00 


86,021.63 

70,549.51 


81.781.43 

72.323.43 


66,416.47 


48,904.68 


41,885.39 


75.321.31 


74,203.89 


129,266.61 


76,394.10 


68,147.04 


83,269.47 

78,502.22 


53,330.53 


73.336.97 

32:59366 


52,364.16 


80.418.49 


[114,211.36 

199,229.26 


"717271.16 

87,990.18 

61,237.34 


81.70012 


UTiii] f: >i T 


86,579.80 ; 87,065.00 


60,972.65 i 2,904.96 


66,702.68 67,947.73 

68,894,34 70,191.67 
75,217.74 "1053O? 


67,019.98 72,903.15 


70,869.12 57,102.23 


88,705.23 86,606.87 


75,067.01 


68,702.53 


130,906.10 


78,957.78 


66,946.98 


67,806.22 


111,546.57 


78,829.86 


66,729.57 | 86,807.75 

63,063.66 ~6Q5ml8 

54,717.27 70,942.24 


77,27138 1 88,122.80 

113,826.44 : 92,311.23 


70,046 20 88,297 07 




68,42107 69.796.48 

90,250.14 75,246.08 


88,731.91 


60,676 

60,676 

60,878 

80,670 

82.744 

62.744 

62.744 

82.744 

62.744 

62,744 

66,675 



IBHZI-TT 

! 68,780.87 

iK-n-v.irF 

90,438.17 


■•fA-INCK 


MLJ-Vil-r 

69,276.51 


iia&ife 

iBX-ra-w 




■•uw-i-re: 

IKE-M-il 


■?x?rxnl 



ifr.LT.”T.n 

tl'/XI-.VI-r'M-fiLTT-gFI 


KHH-ir-: 

gaafin 





i»-:-ii-:<ir-i 

64,390.171 

lifciZ-.-j 

OEflEJ 



gTxr-ngi 

IMti'MI 1 

E&2K 1 

■ZT/WE71 

F-xi-rxd 


u&ntn 

lEDSM*] 

■:xhiwi 


I'KilHl 

■0E5I51 

EJSiXU 

F-XI'M'/- 

■•I-IRTXvl 



EESE1 

iflll-M 

Mil | | 

Fronts 


E33BB 

■ix-i-ix:-: 


FiAr/A/.1 


EEI3 

FXIWPPl 

53,216.36 

WZI-T//II 

vmm 




EKFR1I 

EHHEI 

FrAT-iPOl 

HW-WT.U 


EJLZldl 


■•Txw-ir.j 



BETHmi 

exex-m 




KESE1I 

1020*1 

K-iT-T-fZ-ll 


76,060.17 

irannEni 

E'XilXU 

aixryxrai 

TTT-TT-X>J 

LRXf/JPTlI 

KiJLIMiil 
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78,292.31 

74.453.76 


J, laO.OB/ JA80.434 

AMOUNT OF INCREASE FR0M 1906 W-2’S 
PERCENT OF INCREASE FROM 1996 W-2'3 

LESS: 

LIFE INSURANCE ADJUSTMENT 10,323 

LONGEVITY 25 , 2 00 


323,982 

9.37 


10,323 

25,200 


3,836,930 3,969,542 


TTXFT.l 



11.01 

14.85 

14.56 

10,323 

10,323 

10,323 

25,200 

25,200 

25,200 

3,801,407 

3,934,019 

3,924,020 


ARBITRATORS AWARD 3.75% 

TOTAL AWARD 3.75% 3,196,697 3,456,434 

AMOUNT OF INCREASE FROM 1998 W-2'S 
PERCENT OF INCREASE FROM 1998 W-2'S 

AVERAGES FOR THE ARBITRATOR'S AWARD 
TOTAL AWARD 3.75% 59,198 64 008 

AVG. AMNT OF INCREASE FROM 1998 W-2’S 
AVG. % INCREASE FROM 1998 W-2'S 


140,433.51 290,451.25 459,381.23 622,547.36 
3,920,850 4,127,381 4,428,923 4,582.090 
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870,947 

972,489 

1125,656 

13.44 

19.41 

28.14 

32.57 

72.808 

76,433 

82,017 

84,654 

8,600 

12,425 

18,009 

20.845 

13.44 

19.41 

28.14 
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BOARD OF CHOSEN FREEHOLDERS 
COUNTY OF HUDSON 


No. 142-3-2003 


RESOLUTION 

On Motion of Freeholder Dugan 
Seconded by Freeholder Bralc er 


APPROVING PUBLIC EMPLOYMENT RELATIONS COMMISSION’S 
ARBITRATION AWARD REGARDING PBA LOCAL 109A 
CORRECTIONS DEPARTMENT SUPERIOR OFFICERS 
JANUARY 1,1999 THROUGH DECEMBER 31,2003 


WHEREAS, under Chapter 85. Public Laws of1977, the Act providing for compulsory interest 
arbitration of labor disputes in certain public safety departments and in accordance with N.J.A.C. 19:16- 
5.6(b) the matter entitled; “County of Hudson (Employer) and PBA Local 109A (Union)" was duly 


:.);and 


WHEREAS, on January27,2003, an Interest Arbitration Decision and Award was rendered in 
this matter by the P.EILC., covering the period from January 1,1999 thruughDecember31,2003, and 
a copy of same is on file with the Clerk of this Board, and made a part hereof by reference 


NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Board of Chosen Freeholders of the County 
of Hudson, that: 


1. The above recitals are incorporated herein as though fully set forth at length. 

2. This Board recognizes and approves the Opinion and Award of the Public Employment 
Relations Commission as referenced above. 

3. The Board hereby authorizes the County Executive, or his lawfully appointed to 

execute any and all documents and take any and all actions necessary to complete and 
realize the intent and purpose of this Resolution. 

4. This resolution shall take effect immediately. 
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Administration 


It is hereby certified that at a regular meeting of the Board ofFreeholders of the County ofHudson 
held on the lltday of^twLA.D. 2003, the foregoing resolution was adopted with f members voting 
in the affirmative and £ in the negative. 




